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Q

and read,in‘ are both language acts. Secondl , the .colle’ciion‘ and -analysis
dng are guag Yy, t ys1

of-thé oral langua'ge'.of young children has’been extremely tui‘e consuming

and compilex. . - A

-

S . * . Py
" J&adicting success in reading at the first-grade level has been‘lim-
L . .

) . . = * M N - ‘ . -
ited primarily to'skills assessed through the usg of reading readiness

tests and a number of investigators have studied the predictive validity
. i * & . \ L
of these tests. Most often studied have been auditory discrimination

(Durrell & Murphy, 1953; Dykstra. Iﬁbb, Harckman & Hagep, 1970;

ngren. 1969; and McNmah 1972) and visual discriminatiop (Barrett,

\
196,? Evancbko. Ollila, Downmg, & Braun, 1973; Harr’mg on & Durrel},

%59 and Paradis, 1974) skills. *In most cases. the best preﬁ1ctor of

. , PN
guccess 1n reading at the end of grade one, has been the student's know-
- - ’ N :“ - ‘ .

ledge of letter names at the beginning of grade-:)ne (Barrett, 1965; Durrell

* & MurpHy, 1955} Johnson, 1969; and Lowell, 1971).

In a study of the predictive value of oral language and figst;grade
. . . ’ .
reading achievement, Bougere (1969) found that the pre’mtive vatue of .
s . g M ’ t )
the Metropolitan Rea_dﬂmss'qrest could ’be improved somewhat by the addi-

7

tion bf measures of g#a} vogabulary. In a similar study at the firsnérade

‘ ~ / . . ‘
level, Hopking {1976) examined the predictive value of ten oral language

[} . .

var1ables and found that the best pred1ctor, average utteiance length, only
. v

.~

accounted\or about to& percent of the variance in the criteridn measure,

.‘reading achievement. In a follow-up of 265 kindergarten, Felsgnthal and® '

.
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V Moe (1974) feporte'% that the best'kfgdergarten prediétdr of_sec‘ond-érade

4

reading achievement was the teachers' eviluation of students'soral lan-

- . Cy

guage. And in one of the most widely quoted quoted studies of language

e 0 - . ! ) VA ' s
development, Loban (1976) follo‘wéﬁ-up 211 kindergarten in a thirteen- -
year longitudinal study and concluded that ''those superior in oral language
' ’
in kindergartgn and grade one.before they leaTned to read and write are

~

the very ones who excel in reading and wrjting by the time they are in the

-
. . -
* -

¢ .

“sixth grade'' (p. 71). .-

!

rd

Methods )

Laﬁguage’ samples we!e obtained by/récprding students’. utteranc\es
__eatly in the first grade énd laier transc.ribing and keypunching theggamples

for computer analysis. The ordl langu@ge measures and a measure of
. - "o . .

oo .- ) > , X . o
knowledge of letter names were usedras predictor variables in regresgion
< i AN .

- .. . ~

analyses where the criterion measures were end-of-grade-one reading scores.

Samples . . } . . .

.. A_group, of 30 first-grade children was drawn from.each of three
’ . N » .

-

rs

sochqconomic status (SES) sct}‘ootﬁ. The mean age of the students. from
* . A 2
all three SES groups at the beginning of the school year, September 1, 1976,

-

was six years and seven umonths, Complete data were obtained from 27

-

'upp;'r. 24 middl,e. aid 23 .lower SES level students for this invbstig.atio'n. N
: L .
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Data Collettion

Oral language sarhples were collected in semi-structyred and
. ) -

. ~ R ' . L. . R
spontaneous situajions during the approxXimate period of m1d-“$eptember

thro?gh mid-November,” In the semi-structured situation, students were
s P . : '

ind1viduat{y asked four questions to elicit utterances which werg récorded, ' 1

L2

The spontaneous samples were obtained by having a micro-cassette tape

’ : ¢ o ’
recorder attached tdthe child's clothing during a playgroun® recess period.
® 4 o - ' . )

4 ¢
Since knowledge of letter names has been the best single predictor
. . .
- e [ ' N B '
of first-grade reading achievement in the past, the Recognition of Letters '

. ‘ / ‘ .
" Test of the Clymer-Barrett Prereading Battery (£967) was alsp adminis-
)

tered to all st;xﬁents from whom oral language samples were obtaingd. | ) -
a -~ ¢ : !

.. Students were administered the Stanford Achievement Tests: Read- .

)
“+
&

]
ing, Primary Batzery, Levell (Madden et al.,”1973) in May of 1977, The

. v
portions of the test used as Criteriog measures were the comprehension

subtest (Part B, 42 items) and total Teadiig (Tests 2 & 3,

’

scores)

.\_ 

Data Analysis

- LI -

(‘J 'y

‘ Lapgua‘gej salples were transcribed apd keypﬁnchec} for'gympdter ’ )

i ‘anglysm whicéh utilized.programs described elsewhere (Hopkins, 1976;. ’
Moe, 1974)., A separate analysis, whicl; provided te.n:c;ral langl;age meas -
ures, :w;a done for:eac;l{ gtl'xden't.'.s s.'flm.ples. s,emi-stxluciu'rea' and s\ponta— ) -t
t;eous. »Those te;n measure.s f\;eré“the p;red1ctor'vari§b1es\late;‘ used in

Ty
o
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the regression analyses; they are variables 1 through 10 listed inh Table I.

- v

T In most cases the nature of the predictoTr variable is apparent by its

.

. N ~ - SR
name in Table I. Several, however, need a more complete deacription,

14 b .
.

' —

A token ia any occurance-of any word and the number of tokens is the to-

tal number of words used in a sample. The,r;_gmber of different types is”
the number of different words in a sample. A corrected type-token ratio
MU !
(Carroll, 1964) was used because of varying samples size.a) The dumber. ’
- ' S

of uncommon words was obtained by opérationally deﬁniné a word as bedné

-

’ .
» . - .

uncommon 1f it did not occur among the first 500 wo'rds from,%k}e ‘Carroll.

Daviés, Richman (1971) list. Predictor variable number 1l in Table I in-
\

. dicates performance on the Recognition of Letters Test.

4 r

. ) ] . -
In addition to the descu/ptwe analyses, a one-way analysis.of variance

T

’ . () - . . ‘ ¢ ’
(ANOVA) by SES group for each predictor and crite riot;\variable was made,ﬂ

oy

and regresemg analyses were conducted with thct'rea'qmg achievement scores % .
v u . \ . \ - . . " \ 4 . .
uged as the criterion measures (Nie, Bent.‘ & Hull, 1975). : ? .

<

Results
- ’ Lougd ", . . .
‘. The results prﬁnted,-he re include only those obtained through the
use of thesem -structured Tanguage-collecti'on method ‘1) becaug¥ of space

PO

2

an s
. e > \ Ve

Jlimitation8, 2) because the investigators believe that the sem.hatructured .
. . X : f

) .

samples p'rov'i;ieq a bettef 1ndicator .of lakn'guagt corn:pete,nce, and 3) be-

) . . (\
. 6 .
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-~ N ¥ -
. A : . i PP ;
, cause, as far as the regression analyses were concerned, the findings were
i . . A - T
N similar. Wheme major.differences resulted fram using the two types of -
. v N ¢ B
} ! f

-

v

;sa'mples, they will be noted below, | : *

AT ¥ ' <
Desctiptive Vindings o N A S

Table I shows that for all the oral lan‘guage meagujes obtained in the
| ! '

*
'

. %¥emu-structured situation, the means consistently descend in order from

LY - . s e
" upper to'middie to lower in the SES groups. The ANOVA by SES group .
. ‘ .. . .
- yielded significant differences (noted witheasterigks) among most of the
. [ \ 'ﬁ, , - N .
oral language variableg, but not’among the other variablgﬁ The signifi- «

R cant ANOVAs weresbecause of gi1fferences between the u{ppe_r and lower

L]
)

SES groups. ' ; ' ) L "

4
L] » ’ .
While the sdrhe kinds of trends (favoring the upper-‘Sﬁ:S group, etc.) .

e

- A

) L4 * % . .
‘ were fourtd with the spontaneous samples, no significant differences by SES

. ) . . RIS
/’ / group were faund for any of the variables. . ’

*

) Prediction F1f1d1n5_s_ ) : . .
| Dremeionfu . - (.
> Results of the regression analyses where knowledge of tetter names
'l \'/ , . , / . .
/- was not.included as a predictor variable were .generally low; with the best <7
[ . . \ .-,
A » . . * » X ' - ¢ /
four oral tanguage variables used i1n the regression equation,. the higheat’

- ) \,\. . .
- s s : ."
: R Square was .44 with the upper SES group and in m\ost cases it was less
v B ¢ . .\. ' ] Sn
7" "than ", 30 with eith€r comprehension or total reading used as the criterion
’ . \. T L34

measures? . ' . oo

) A - -

The intlusion of-the letter names measure as a predictor variable .
. . 4 . e
. increased the R Square values and as Table II indicates it was the best’,.

« N -~ .

. . . . -
N .
. R s,

N ’ M ~ \' . -
- . . . Y . -~
1 -
» . .
s . A

_\ : - - d
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'predi;t_b_r_ for upper.and middle SES groups for both ctiterion méasures,

. N \ / . o
The other variables included mtjﬁe eguétion were average utterance lenéth.. T
. T e e vo. AN :
the number of words used Sn'ce.. and'the dumber of uncommon wqrds, - Table, .
N ~ .~ T
_____________________ ’"'"‘-'r‘""'_'"'""""*'"""'"'""'"':' .
. 4 ¢ -~
b Tabie II about here - .

Il indicates the maximum R Square for the four va}'iab{es corﬁbin‘ed'an‘d the

v
Y

s

R Square for the best single predictor. [

1 {

In a separate analysis where SES was iscluded a6 a predictor variable,

-

it was not found to be a significant predictor of the criterion measyres.

With the spontaneous samples, the R Sghare was hiﬁher in all caqés
. . . \ .

‘(ranging from .31 to . 54) althdugh the best predictor variable continued to

" be knowlkdge of letter names. . .

~ -

/ - . : -

Discussion
foadaliddndefidabuit "
[} T

. .Des-pi'te the supposition that measures of oral lan*'guage ‘lugncy should :

’ - . .
be strong predictors of reading achievement among first-grade childreny
! - R -

the results of this study dd not appear to present powerful suﬁport for such

.

a notion. Th€re are.several aspects of this investigation, however, which . .__ .-

should bexqnsidered carefully.

L]

Results of the oral language measures show a wide variance among

¢ "_> ) . R .
most of the variables for all three SES groups. Results of the reading
_ . Y. - . . , [}
s 7 / . ’ . ‘

)
.\ ‘ ,' P . . /
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* @chievement tests, however, do not r&aflec{t_ a similar w'rd‘e Ya"?/ance\ for

-

perhaps t"wo 'reasons. o The first deals with. nhg fact that. mgsm @hi&d»- ~~'—;~«~1- e

-~

TN
ren had been involved in formal,readmg mstructmn for onl)/ eight months,

TN )

(whereas they had been actively using oral language for over 60 months) -

[ l ) M

and the varlance--c;r spread--in performance had had little chance to , b
- 3

.
- 1)
.

occur; to put it another way,(ghe more capablé students had not ‘Yet had

"an opportunity to realty exggl.f' Ostensibty, the range of achievement
2 . » ’ !

among these students will be greater by the end.of grade two and even

: g

" py ‘
greater by t?/;nd of grade three. _Another reason why the magnitude of .

the prediction was not greater lies in the way reading achievementmwas

- ’ ' ’

detexmined. [t can be speculated that had reading aghievement been ass -

\
»

essed individually, through the use of some type of gradeﬁ passagés per-

. haps, that the measures wquld.have been more valid; such measures

would pl;obably provide a greater range of scores and, therefore, the

»
possxbxhty of mcreasmg the strengt}uof the predlctx“)ns would exist,

Anbther aspect to con91der deals wnh/(,he meaning of an R Square

; Value, There is a ten&ency to assume that if a regression equation yields

L) 4

an R Square of . 44,.for example, that the predictors can account for--or

- ’ . . . s
predict--44 percent of the variance of the cr\nerion tmeasure and that the

other 56 percent must be dccounted for by something unrelated to or

.
' [

3

.. other than thé predictor variables; this assumption is mcoriect. Al_l

< that can be said about the unexplained portion of the variance is that
’ -

’ \ "‘
S ACE ¢

it S

o
V-
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¢ . .

‘ : b - . . . . »
other factors m;; proyide.for a b‘etter'predicgion; in thig#study those other

“ &

e = Tee eaeieriraeare SaetaiAtaa Lt ne et S a St 0y 08

. factors ,may'well have l‘aeav more seninwe measu:::s odforalu"language ?.if.-

4 1

..~ formance. ’ T _ . .. -

L34 ' -
A third aspect of this- study to consider-carefully pertains to what

‘is_ megsured in a test'of letter names, The investigators regéct the notjon
. : » oo ’ '

that thete is some single ability or construct that may be called "know-

L4 . .
,

ledge of letter names,' Rathet, it seems reasonable to believe that in
" v ' * ! < ) : ) ‘

+  asgessing knowledge of letter names, that a number of ''abilities' such
as the visual discrim_matioﬁ of letters, the auditory discrimination of

.. - {
phonemes, attending to a verbal task, and following.directions are also

being tested and that these "ab‘ihbiks" are also la#tguage abilities. The

. .
test &f knowle¢ge of letter names used in this.study is also a language
measure. g ’ B

~ ¥ ~

Ad&itionall.y,. a measure which would have adtged a pot_ent})lly

valuable dimension to this 1nvesfigation was the classrdém teacher's

evaluation of individual gtudent's oral ilanguage fluency. Those who
. - . )
>c.3nduct similar studies are urged to consider a scale like the one used

by Loban (1976), for example. _' ‘ ,» \
T ~ Ll : .
. Finally, both speaking a:ndﬁlwng are acts which require theguse

) - . . ' : .
9! language. That there is a positive relationship between qral language

> ~‘fluency and reading achievement is a fact that should be ;mp_hasized.
i »

e

i

e

- '/I
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DESCRIPTIVE INFORMATION.FOR THE SEMI-STRUCTURED SAMPLES

» . °

0
- -

N=27 T N=24~
UPPER . MIDBL

' SD, 4 SD

,;:ﬁr of 'i‘ok'ens"‘ I 1091 4% %o 370 A
o of Utterances . .- 108 4y 102 %7 9hs . 38
. " Average U'tterance Length® 10.3 - 3.7 9,5 3.8 7.6 2.3
Average Word Length * 3.813 .10~ 3.780 .135 3.765 .136
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. Number of Syllables## - 1331 S 535 ngd - uzs 864 3U4q,
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. ‘Corre~ct.ed Type-Token Ratio 7..0 .8 . 6.8 . ' 6.5 8
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Number of Types** .. 36 TR - 292 82 © 246
" Words Used Ox)ée"" , 174 - 47 _’\160 40 . 136 4o
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Number of Uncommon Words*#* 163 - 55 141 L 50 115 43
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. Number of Prepositions® ' 22 20, y 18
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Letter Names . 33 -5 EETEE

.~ Age in Months , ' 80
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Wsignificant difference at .05 level (3.13)
##gignificant difference at .01 level (4.92)
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RESULTS OF THE STEPWISE REGRESSION ‘ .d -
ANALYSES NITH LETTER NAMES AND THREE ORAL . . -
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I..KNGUAGET PREDICTOR VARIABLES FOR. THE SE‘]I-STRUCTURED SAMPJES
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UPPER (N=27) . : ‘ Y A
Compreheﬁsion ' ' — !
'Maximum R Square-= .14, . ‘letters, (.07)
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Total Reading - . '-- S L
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Maximum R Square = ,13 . - letters=<(.09)
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MIDDLE (N=24) - @ _ : -
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. Comprehension . , T A o S
Maximm R Square = .39 - letters (.27)
Total Reading , % - ,‘
Maximm R Square = M4 ., . oo+ cletters (.36) -
I - . i T N . - T " ”
LOWER (N=23) = - . , ‘ 3 ’ : \
. P “ cé“" . N , ) , .
» - Comprehension . S ; ' N
‘ W 4 ’ ¢’ ) . ‘o Py
).éhi(imum R Square.= .29 . ] ’ 5 - average utterance . -
. ‘ . v - length- (.0T)
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. Maximum R Square = U6, ) average utterance .
. ; ‘ ] . length (.15)
= — ~ — ’ ———e :
1Or’al 1anguage predictor(variables: . average utterance jength
v T worfls used once
‘ o number-of uncommon words .




